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INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this paper will be to explore 
methods which have been used with sensitivity training 
groups. The methods of measurement presented here 
measure many aspects of group development. I feel that 
these particular measures can give us some insight into 
the change in, or the development of sensitivity in 
individuals experiencing group dynamics training. 
For a number of years, the National Training 
Laboratories have been giving group dynamics training 
at Bethel, ~mine, each summer. Here at Boston University, 
group behavior classes provide the same type of training. 
Just what is the value of this type of training? Can 
this kind of training be of use to a businessman? Are 
his human relations skills really sharpened, or is a 
three week trip to Bethel, Maine a pleasant midsummer 
vacation? 
The methods presented in this paper represent 
a selection from a rapidly growing body of literature on 
group dynamics. The results of these methods do show 
the value of sensitivity training, anq perhaps provide 
an answer for the person who wants to know what it's 
all about. The first chapter is devoted to a definition 
sensitivity and the method of training. The following 
8. 
chapters present various measures in groups or categories 
demonstrating the different techniques used to approach 
this problem of sensitivity measurement. This sampling 
is representative of the approaches which have been used 
in the past. From this background increasingly reliable 
and valid means of determining and measuring sensitivity 
are being developed. 
CHAPTER I 
SENSITIVITY TRAINING 
CHAPTER I 
SENSITIVITY TRAINING 
What is Sensitivity Training? 
9. 
Group dynamics, group behavior, sensitivity 
training, or T-group training as it is most often referred 
to, is a fairly new and unusual method of providing a 
laboratory experience in which an individual can participate 
in a group which takes time to stop, look, and examine 
group process. The thoughts, feelings, and insights 
students develop while participating in a semester's 
sensitivity training class are expressed in a book called 
Inside a Sensitivity Training Group, by I. R. Weschler.l 
The struggles of the students to understand group behavior, 
and their parts in it, can be quite informative to a 
student of group dynamics, or perhaps baffling to one 
not familiar with the theory and practice of sensitivity 
training. 
Just what is a sensitivity training class, and 
what are its purposes? In 1947 the National Training 
Laboratories2 first set up its summer training program 
at Bethel, Maine, for the purposes of human relations 
training. This training laboratory was established by 
the University of Michigan. Each summer, a wide variety 
of people come up to this beautiful location at Bethel 
for three weeks of sensitivity training. These delegates 
10. 
are given accommodations in the dormitories and then 
assigned to a T-group of about fifteen members which will 
meet every morning. The members of each T-group have a 
diversity of backgrounds, for the more heterogeneous the 
membership is, the greater the opportunity for learning 
to take place. The members are broken up in the afternoon 
and put into S-groups (skill) where the trainers direct 
groups and utilize techniques for developing human relations 
skills. The morning T-groups are run entirely by the 
members, or trainees, while the S-groups are run by the 
trainers. There are also C-groups (community) where the 
members can meet later in the day with people from other 
groups and indulge in letting off a little steam or tension. 
Because they afford tension release, these groups we often 
refer to as "catharsistt groups. 
At the College of Business Administration of 
Boston University a similar opportunity for training is 
provided to the student body. Whereas the Bethel groups 
meet every day for three weeks, the classes at Boston 
University meet twice a week for a full semester of about 
sixteen weeks. One class is of the nondirective group-
determined type, while the second class meeting of the 
week is given over to skill exercises administered by the 
trainers. The Boston University classes are one and one 
half hours in length and correspond to the T-groups and 
11. 
S-groups developed by the National Training Laboratory 
at Bethel, Maine. 
Purposes of NTL 
What are the purposes of this training? The 
NTL hopes to develop better leadership by developing the 
sensitivities and skills of its delegates in themselves, 
and toward group process. The NTL hopes to discover and 
develop tested principles which can be used to improve 
the methods of human relations training. 
Sensitivity Training Method 
Why is this unique type of training method used? 
These sensitivity T-groups provide a mirror of heterogeneous 
opinions to view oneself in, as each delegate becomes 
enveloped in his cultural island. The trainers provide 
encoUragement, permissiveness, understanding, reassurance, 
and assistance to the group. Although the high degree of 
permissiveness allowed may seem to be conducive to tension-
free clasEes, this is not the case, for the very lack of 
structure creates a great deal of anxiety in many of the 
delegates. At Bethel there are four v;ay of relieving the 
anxieties of its delegates. The C-groups provide a great 
deal of tension release through the informal catharsing 
they encourage. Some members talk out or about their 
anxieties within their respective T-groups. Finally 
individual counseling can be had for the asking, or 
counseling can be suggested by the trainers, if they feel 
it would be helpful to a delegate. 
12. 
Delegates, as members of a T-group, can gain 
sensitivity in self-perception and self-analysis, learn 
about group process, practice observation and analysis, 
obtain feedback about their experience as the group 
progresses, and become a subject and a producer of change. 
Bradford defines the specific targets of sensitivity 
training as developing knowledge about group behavior, 
and developing skills in analyzing, operating, evaluating 
group and individual behavior, and skills in understanding 
attitudes toward self and others, all of which serve to 
reduce hostility, fear, and dependency among members. 
This kind of training, Bradford continues, 
develops a group with a common task, not a collection 
of individuals. It develops status and security for all 
the members, while the group grows tovrard maturity of 
self-steering and self-training. 
Other Methods of Human Relations Training 
Katz3 lists less acceptable but more common 
methods of imparting human relations skills. 
1. 11 Tell-em sell-em 11 approach: This method assumes 
that all that is needed is a few good lectures, 
and a reading list. Needless to say, human 
relations skills must be practiced, not merely 
memorized. Even if there vrere a list of rules 
to memorize, which there is not. 
13. 
2. Fire-fighter approach: This method requires 
certain sets of rules to be used for various 
emergencies. 
3. Actor approach: This method assumes one must 
act like the nideal administrator." 
4. Nice-guy approach: This method is the old 
fashioned paternalistic manner of keeping 
everyone happy. 
A Better Training Method 
Sensitivity training provides a better method 
of developing human relations skills in individuals, for 
this type of social experience aida personal development. 
The concept4 of self develops out of the experiences we 
have in life, and from the ideas of the people around us. 
T-group experience adds to our knowledge of ourselves, a 
self-awareness, a self-objectivity and also a greater 
awareness of the needs and motives of others. We might 
think of the group as an interperson,5 that is a network 
of interactions between several complex individuals. 
There is also an interself; these are the shared assumptions 
each individual has which contribute and sustain the 
process. These interself assumptions may be distorted 
by incorrect interpretations, or because individuals may 
be trying to cover up the parts of their personalities 
they do not care to reveal. The permissive atmosphere of 
14. 
a T-group can help individuals let down their defenses 
and reveal themselves. The aim is congruence of the 
interperson process with the interself assumptions. 
Valid communication is the key to uniting the interperson 
and itself, for only with the dropping off of the facade 
of pretentiousness can a group of individuals come to 
know and understand each other. Perhaps we have reached 
a fairly altruistic plane, in our discussion of sensitivity 
training, but a realistic understanding of one's self and 
others often takes a good dose of honesty. 
What benefits can accrue to an executive who 
has been in a sensitivity training group? The benefits 
can be numerous.6 Sensitivity training may result in 
increased productivity of a group for which the executive 
is responsible; it can improve understanding between the 
man and his superiors; it can give him greater insight 
and improved judgment; it can give him increased ability 
to take responsibility for his own actions, and not be 
so quick to 11pass the buck"; it can accelerate his gro\vth 
and readiness for promotion; it can mean fewer grievances 
and less turnover of subordinates; it can result in 
greater loyalty from the people he directs. Sensitivity 
training can and does do these things. 
Group Dynamics in Industry 
In 1949, the Ansul Chemical Co., found it was 
spending more than three-quarters of its time on the 
15. 
problems of people.7 Most of their top executives had 
been devoted to making or selling things, and now the 
Ansul Co., wanted to make these executives more people-
conscious. 
Adopting the company philosophy that upeople 
make the difference, 11 they developed a coordinated 
executive team, composed of the president, vice president, 
production vice president, and treasurer, which "forced 
themselves to delegate-more and more authority down the 
line,n thus leaving the top executive team more time to 
reflect on broader problems. Working together they found 
that each man was capable of intelligent and creative 
thinking outside of his particular field. They became 
more aware of each other as human beings, who reacted 
differently in various situations. They found each took 
a different length of time to absorb new ideas; each had 
a certain degree of resistance to change; each developed 
a growing respect and confidence in himself and the others. 
The most startling discovery was this: 11 Their output as 
a team surpassed the sum total of each of their individual 
contributions.n8 The men were producing better as a team 
than they did as four individuals operating their own 
respective departments. 
\f.hat had happened was an unconscious experiment 
in group dynamics. Three factors became clear to the 
16. 
Ansul executive in discussions with social research 
authorities:9 "(A) An atmosphere or climate conducive 
to easy communications had been established; (B) group 
members had developed more confidence in each other; 
(C) individual participation had greatly increased." 
What they had done was set up a basic sensitivity 
training program for themselves. The establishing of an 
atmosphere where all of the top executives would be on 
equal ground is quite like the aim of a laboratory class, 
a T-group, which provides group parity, an equal standing 
for all members. This atmosphere led to an easier flow 
of communications and a better understanding and awareness 
of oneself and of others. This mutual understanding, or 
the coming together of the two concepts W. Bennis* uses, 
interperson and interself, gave the Ansul executives 
mutual confidence. Participation was stimulated, ideas 
came in greater abundance, and individuals developed a 
group mindedness toward solving problems. 
The extraordinary results gained by the Ansul 
company demonstrate the utility of this kind of training. 
By establishing parity, and coming to understand the 
motives and needs of individuals in the company, this 
company found it l>'as a more effective productive unit. 
At the National Training Laboratories at Bethel and in the 
group behavior classes at Boston University, the students 
*See page 13 of this thesis. 
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are provided with a laboratory experience in which to 
develop sensitivity of one's self and of others, and to 
test and try out one's newly developed human relations 
skills. 
Goals of Sensitivity Training in Human Relations 
In summary here we would like to quote the 
goals Shepard and Bennisl0 give for sensitivity training: 
11 The major goal of this training is that the 
trainee improve his understanding of the sources of his 
ovm motivation for acting or responding to other people 
as he does, and be better able to predict and assess the 
consequences for himself and others of the action he is 
moved to take. A second goal, tied to the first, is an 
improved understanding of situational or group forces 
operating \'Then he is engaged with others. A third goal 
is increased control over his communications with others. 
A fourth goal, tied to the others, is an increase in the 
repertoire of social patterns available to him." 
The trainee will develop his diagnostic abilities, 
his awareness of himself and others in the group situation, 
and he will be developing his skills in taking effective 
action based on his diagnosis. The trainee will be able 
to aslc and answer the 11v1hys t1 about what went wrong vri th a 
group he is involved in. vlhy are so many committee 
meetings chaotic, and seemingly getting nowhere? 1Thy are 
18. 
some people so adept and others so ineffective in a group 
situation? Why don't they listen when someone has a good 
idea? 'Vlhy can't he put his ideas across? This new kind 
of training can help a person to answer these questions 
for himself. 
CHAPTER II 
METHOD OF MEASURING CHANGE 
IN GROUP SENSITIVITY 
CHAPTER II 
1-1ETHODS OF MEASURING CHANGE 
IN GROUP SENSITIVITY 
How a Group Developes 
19. 
How does a T-group grow and develop over a 
period of time? Herbert Shepard and Warren Bennis have 
had a great deal of experience in w·orking with T-groups, 
and have developed a theory about group development. 11 
Herbert Thelen. and Watson Dickerman12 also formed a 
theory of group development not unlike the Shepard and 
Bennis theory. It is worthwhile for a student of group 
behavior to consider these two theories. Shepard and 
Bennis hypothesize two major areas of internal uncertainty, 
dependence on authority relations, and interdependence of 
personal relations; Thelen ascribes four distinct phases 
to group development. 
Internal Uncertainty - Shepard and Bennis 
Before a group can operate effectively it must 
develop valid communication. In order to communicate 
effectively, two areas of dependence on authority and 
dependence on interpersonal relations must be overcome. 
The first phase of dependence is marked by an 
early step or subphase called "dependence-flight." This 
initial subphase involves an avoidance of the problem 
transformed into the form of yawning, doodling, and 
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intellectualizing about everything except group dynamics. 
The members secretly hope that the trainer will eventually 
establish rules and regulations, thus structuring the 
class, and assume the "proper" authoritarian role. 
Subphase number two, "counterdependence-flight," 
is marked by extreme exasperation and disenthrallment with 
the trainer for he has failed to 11lead 11 the group. Two 
major subgroups usually emerge to fill the power gap; 
one group that wants to structure all of the meetings, 
and a second group which opposes all efforts of the first 
group. 
A third subphase, resolution-catharsis, then 
emerges, according to Bennis and Shepard, and occurs when 
the two conflicting groups of subphase two begin to see 
the trainer as being permissive. There may occur a 
symbolic overthrow of the trainer by way of experimentally 
asking him to leave the room. However the casting away, 
or overthrowing of the authority figure is done, the result 
is the forming of a group. This time is often later 
referred to as "a turning-point, tt or 11 the time we became 
a group." 
The second phase, interdependence, begins v.r1th 
the subphase of "enchantment flight,n when all is "sweetness 
and light, 11 and a happy relaxed, and cohesive atmosphere 
prevails. This may last only briefly, for disenchantment-
flight soon follows, and soon disparaging remarks are flying. 
21. 
This author does not feel that these phases 
always emerge, and in this order: however, I do agree 
that the areas of dependence and interdependence are 
important. Bennis feels that the training goal of valid 
communication cannot be reached until these areas are 
resolved. 
Group Phases - Thelen and Dickerman 
Thelen and Dickermanl3 see groups developing 
in four phases. They developed their theory at the second 
summer session of the National Training Laboratories at 
Bethel, Maine. 
Phase one, in their scheme of development, is 
characteristically individual-centered. The group expects 
a strong leader (relates to the Shepard and Bennis Power 
gap) and so feels it ought to be active and not waste 
time. Each member regards all other members as individuals 
and not as parts of a group. 
Phase two finds frustration and conflicts among 
stereotypes. What kind of leader do we want, is often 
discussed. Again we see a relationship to the Shepard-
Bennie theory of whether the group can lead and direct 
itself without benefit of the trainer. We also find 
"voting versus consensus" a frequent topic. The group 
feels there are "rights" and 11wrongs 11 to be determined 
and concerning what are the right questions? How to 
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communicate? What are the goals and how can they be 
reached? 
Phase three occurs when consolidation of group 
harmony takes place. Cohesiveness, not productivity, is 
the aim here, for we see a permissive leader emerge, and 
all members feel satisfied, and the group members are 
now aware of this need. This phase corresponds to the 
Shepard and Bennis subphase of "sweetness and light," 
but Thelen also sees this phase as a fragile one that 
shatters quickly, the broken pieces transformed into 
phase four. 
Phase four is marked by individual self assessment, 
demonstrated by a much greater objectivity rrith regard to 
individual roles in the group, and greater ease in 
making group decisions. The ability to ask for goal 
clarification marks a desire to really understand the 
goals of the group in this phase -- here the members are 
becoming group-minded and less self-centered. 
This author feels that both of these theories 
of group development touch on important points in the 
development of a T-group. Whether these phases occur in 
the sequential order described is not always evident, but 
these critical points do occur in the life of a T-group. 
The next chapter will describe methods of describing and 
predicting group effectiveness. 
23. 
Measuring Group Sensitivity 
What are some of the ways to measure the emerging 
sensitivity of a group as a \'lhole? The measures considered 
in this chapter were not developed v-ri th the specific 
purpose of detecting sensitivity, but are aimed at determining 
\vhat makes a group effective. These measures attempt to 
categorize the overt behavior of a group, thus providing 
a means vrith which to estimate group effectiveness. They 
are primarily concerned with telling us what the group is 
like and are not necessarily concerned with the individual 
in the group, and they are all techniques of outside 
observation. 
Interaction Process Analysis 
About 1950, Robert Balesl4 developed a system of 
recording the interaction process of a group. Bales feels 
that all small groups have inherent the problems of tasks 
to accomplish and the problems of social and emotional 
relationships which arise from the interaction of the group 
members. He developed a set of categories which covered 
the task, social, and emotional interaction of a group. 
The observation of a group requires continuous scoring, 
so as to include all discernible verbal or nonverbal 
behavior, down to the smallest segment. Even short one-
word sentences are recorded, while long sentences may 
need to be broken down into several categories. The 
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observer records by means of code numbers, thus classifying 
each act of behavior into one of Bales' twelve categories 
of behavior. The data can be compiled and presented in 
a profile chart, showing the percentage of total group 
activity that fell into each category. Individual profiles 
or group profiles can be presented in this way. 
Bales describes the categories as covering 
three areas of group behavior: social emotional area, 
positive; task area, ventral; social emotional area, 
negative.1 5 
Social Emotional Area: Positive: 
1. Shows Solidarity: Friendly acts such as waving, 
drawing near, saying hello, linking arms, 
accepting friendly acts, and acts of friendship. 
All status raising acts, boosting another member 
by showing your approval of what he has done. 
Also offering assistance and reassurance. 
2. Shows Tension Release: Any manifestations of 
cheerfulness and buoyancy after tension. Includes 
joking, laughing, clowning, etc. 
3. Agrees: Includes all indications that show 
modesty, humbleness, unasertiveness, and retiring 
behavior. Shows passive agreement of affirmation; 
shows that he understands and will go along. 
25. 
Task Area: Neutral: 
4. Gives Suggestion: Gives cooperative direction 
in a way which implies that other members have 
autonomy. He inspires others to take action on 
their own. 
5. Gives Opinion: Gives evaluation or analysis of 
the problem confronting group as he sees it. 
Often expression of own feelings or wish, but 
these expressions are constructive to the group. 
6. Gives Orientation: SUpplies pertinent information. 
He may repeat, clarify, or confirm vihat is going 
on. His motivation is directed toward developing 
cognition and better understanding. 
7. Asks for Orientation: Admits he does not understand. 
Asks for additional information or repitition of 
what has been said. 
8. Ask for Opinion: He asks for evaluation, analysis, 
or expressions of feeling about problems. Asks 
others to express themselves in terms of how 
they feel toward something. 
9. Ask for Suggestion: Wants to know what we can 
do about a problem. What direction can we take 
on it? How many possible ways of taking action 
are there? 
26. 
Social Emotional Area: Negative: 
10. Disagrees: Shows passive rejection by being over-
cool, frigid, inexpansive, or unsmiling. Gives 
little emotional response. Always formal. Keeps 
information to himself. 
11. Shows Tension: Nervous habits such as restive, 
keyed-up, or agitated behavior. Exhibits anxiety, 
emotionality, in form of physiological signs of 
stress. Asks for help in emotional manner. 
May withdraw out of the field by yawning, closing 
eyes, or daydreaming. 
12. Shows Antagonism: Attempts at autocratic control, 
coupled with attempts to deflate another's status. 
Demonstrates complete autonomy, a nonconformist. 
May seek to inflate own status. Sho1·1s all types 
of aggression in destructive action. 
A great problem in using the Bales interaction 
process analysis occurs in the training of the observers. 
It takes a great deal of patience to develop the skills 
an observer needs to be able to categorize the overt 
behavior.of a group according to Bales' categories. No 
matter how· well trained observers are, no tv10 will record 
exactly the same way, nor will each observe the same 
behavior. 
27. 
Interaction Profiles: 
The following charts are two profiles of training 
groups Bales does not identify what kind of training 
groups they are, but since there was an assigned leader, 
we can assume they were not sensitivity training groups 
of the type we have previously described -- in one group 
the leader assumes a nondirective role, while in the other 
the same leader assumes a directive role. In the non-
directive group the leader accounted for only about 14% 
of the total activity, while the same leader accounted 
for 52% of the activity in the directed group. 
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30. 
Evaluation of Interaction Process Analysis: 
The question arises, is sensitivity measured by 
the Bales system of recording group behavior? Since the 
process of recording group behavior in this manner is 
quite difficult, requiring training of observers, we have 
little empirical evidence of interaction profiles of 
T-groups to examine and analyze. A series of profiles 
of group meetings might give us an idea as to how the 
group is progressing in establishing a more successful 
pattern of interaction. An increase in interaction in 
. 
the positive social-emotional areas and in the task areas 
should indicate improved group-mindedness. It is possible 
that the group would be more effective if the profiles 
showed greater concentration of behavior in these two 
areas, but there is no evidence to support this assumption. 
It is not known whether any particular category reflects 
sensitivity of the group more than any other category, 
for it might be possible for group members exhibiting 
highly negative social emotional behavior to be quite 
sensitive, but it seems more logical to assume that highly 
emotional behavior blocks off or distorts a person's 
perceptive and cognitive powers. Group sensitivity may 
be a factor causing the manifestation of increased activity 
in the positive social emotional areas and task areas of 
Bales' categories. 
31. 
Functional Roles of Group Members 
Another method of observing a group, as suggested 
by Kenneth Benne,l8 is similar to Bales system, although 
not requiring so elaborate a system of scoring, is 
identifying each member as playing a certain role or roles 
in a group situation. Benne describes three broad areas 
of roles. The group task roles are the types of roles 
related to getting the task accomplished by coordinating 
and facilitating group effort in selecting and solving a 
common problem. The second area Benne defines as the 
group building and maintenance roles. These roles are of 
the kind which maintain, strengthen, regulate, and perpetuate 
the group as a group. The third area of roles are the 
individual roles. The purpose behind these roles is to 
achieve and satisfy an individual goal.l9 
Group Task Roles: 
1. Initiator-contributor: Suggests to problems or 
new solutions to old problems. 
2. Information seeker: Asks for clarification of 
facts. 
3. Opinion seeker: Asks for clarification of values. 
4. Information giver: Offers facts or generalizations. 
5. Opinion giver: States belief or opinion pertinent 
to a suggestion made. 
6. Elaborator: Spells out suggestions in terms of 
examples or developed meanings. Trys to deduce 
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how idea or suggestion vmuld work out. 
7. Coordinator: Shows or clarifies the relationship 
among various ideas and suggestions. Trys to 
coordinate activities of various members or 
subgroups. 
8. Orienter: Defines position of the group with 
respect to its goals. Raises questions about 
direction of group discussion. 
9. Evaluation-critic: Compares accomplishment of the 
group to some set of standards. He may question 
practicality, logic, facts, or procedure• 
10. Procedural technician: Epidites group movement, 
by performing routine tasks, distributing materials, 
or manipulating objects for the group. 
11. Recorder: Keeps record. He is the 11group memory." 
Group Building and ~.!Jaintenance Roles: 
1. Encourager: He praises, agrees with, and accepts 
contributions of others. 
2. Harmonizer: Mediates differences. Attempts to 
reconcile differences. Relieves tension. 
3. Compromiser: Operates from within a conflict. 
Offers compromise by yielding somewhat on his 
position. 
4. Gate-keeper and expe4iter: Attempts to keep 
communicative channels open by encouraging 
participation of others. 
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5. Standard setter or ego ideal: Expresses standards 
for group to achieve. 
6. Group observer: Keeps record of group processes, 
and feeds back data and interpretations of such 
data. 
7. Follower: Goes along with movement of the group. 
Individual Roles: 
1. Aggressor: May work in many ways -- deflate status 
of others; show disapproval of the value, acts 
or feelings of others; joke aggressively. 
2. Blocker: Negativistic, stubbornly resistant, 
disagrees and apposes beyond reason. 
3. Recognition seeker: Calls attention to himself, 
by boasting, reporting on personal achievements, 
or acting in unusual ways. 
4. Self confessor: Expresses nongroup oriented, 
feeling, insight, or ideology. 
5. Playboy: Makes display of lack of involvement. 
Engages in horseplay and other forms of 11 out of 
field" behavior. 
6. Dominator: Tries to assert authority or superiority 
by manipulating the group. 
7. Help-seeker: Wants sympathy response from other 
group members by expressions of insecurity, 
personal confusions, etc. 
34. 
8. Special interest pleader: Displays own personal 
bias by speaking for the "small man." 
Group effectiveness certainly is facilitated 
\then members adopt taslr or maintenance roles. Member 
flexibility, being able to interchange roles and showing 
a wide range of roles, may be indicative of a member's 
grmving skill and insight into group behavior. On the 
other hand, a member may feel he can operate effectively 
in a variety of roles, but really is not operating very 
well in any of them. Many students of group dynamics 
feel that a group operates most effectively after the 
members have assumed certain roles, and are perceived by 
other members as filling these roles, thus letting the 
role pattern solidify by keeping members in their roles 
and discouraging flexibility. In other words, a group 
member could upset group processes by stepping out of 
his expected role and trying another. vie \'Till discuss 
the relationship between functional roles, development 
of a group, and the sensitivity of the group and its 
members in chapter three. 
There is a similarity between Benne's roles 
and Bales' categories. They both see group development 
as being enhanced by the emergence of members who assume 
task and maintenance roles in the group. This author feels 
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that sensitivity of oneself and to others is necessary to 
the adoption of group task and maintenance roles. 
Self-Oriented Needs 
Another method of observing groups is to vlatch 
for and classify self-oriented need behavior. 20 This type 
of behavior is not directed toward solving group problems, 
but rather exhibits a need for certain ego expressions. 
The five categories of behavior are as follows: 
1. Dependency: These are demonstrations of need for 
dependence on authority and need for succorance. 
People who want structure and continually look 
to the chairman for support are placed in this 
category. One who constantly supports with 
little display of reason, except that he feels 
the other person is always right reveals a need 
for succorance. 
2. Status: Status needs are sho1vn by the people who 
want a title for the title's sake, not because he 
wants,to serve the group. He will probably tell 
the group about the past positions he has held. 
3• Dominance: Expressions of intellectual and social 
dominance are included. The use of intellectual 
dominance may be exhibited by a person's demanding 
that the group accept his logic in a certain 
situation. A social boss, one \•Tho controls with 
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little concern for the needs of others, characterizes 
social dominance. He is a very dogmatic type. 
4. Aggression: This may be aggression against 
authority or extrapunitiveness. One may rebel 
against rules, saying they are silly, or he may 
express a need for extrapunitiveness by saying 
with great feeling that everyone is on the wrong 
track. 
5. Catharsis: This is the personal need for unburdening, 
to get out and express conflicts that are bothering 
a person. This type of person is overly elaborate 
in his descriptions; he becomes quite emotional, 
for he only wants to talk about his personal 
experiences. 
Observers need to be well trained to make 
accurate observations of this type of behavior. Once a 
group meeting is over, the observer utilizes his tallies 
and makes a subjective over-all rating, on the following 
scale, for each member. 
-0- No expression of self-oriented need. 
-1-
-2- Some slight indication of self-oriented need 
behavior. 
-3-
-4- Some self-oriented need behavior indicated 
but not predominant. · 
-5-
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-6- Considerable self-oriented need behavior. 
-7-
-8- Almost all behavior of self-oriented type; a 
great deal of expression. 
-9-
-10- All behavior of the self-oriented type. 
Seventy-two groups studied by Fouriezos were 
asked to fill out satisfaction scales. Those groups which 
were least satisfied with the meeting in general were the 
same groups which exhibited the highest self-oriented 
need behavior. This correlation was significant to the 
.01 level. 
This type of measure can be indicative of the 
sensitivity of group members, for as group emotionality 
(self-oriented needs) decreased, individual member 
sensitivity should increase. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS OF MEASURING EMPATHY 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODS OF I{EASURING El4PATHY 
Empathetic Ability 
This chapter will deal with various measures 
which attempt to determine an individuals empathetic 
abilities. If a group member is going to develop insight 
into other members, he must be able to empathize, to put 
himself in the other person's place and think as the other 
person does. Do people develop their empathetic 
capabilities while participating in T-groups and can 
we measure this development? 
A Scale for Measurement of Empathetic Ability21 
Dymond attempts to isolate the trait of empathy 
by developing the following scale. 
A. Part 1. 
Part 2. 
Part 3. 
Part 4. 
B. Part 1. 
Part 2. 
Part 3. 
A rates himself 
A rates B as he 
A rates B ~s he 
himself. 
A rates himself 
would rate him. 
B rates himself. 
B rates A as he 
B rates A as he 
himself. 
(A) • 
(A) sees him. 
thinks B would rate 
(A) as he thinks B 
(B) • 
(B) sees him. 
thinks A would rate 
Part 4. B rates himself (B) as he thinks A 
would rate him. 
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A measure of A1 s empathetic ability can be 
derived by calculating how closely his prediction of B1 s 
ratings, (A3 and A4) correspond with B1 s actual ratings 
of himself (Bl and B2). A five-point scale was used for 
all ratings on each of the traits: 
1. Self-confidence. 
2. Superior-inferior. 
3. Selfish-unselfish. 
4. Friendly-unfriendly. 
5. Leader-follower. 
6. Sense of humor. 
This test was designed for use with a social 
psychology class which was studying the structuring and 
functioning of groups. The subjects were 29 females and 
24 males, a total of 53 in all. The class was divided 
in a random way into five groups of seven members and 
three groups of six members. All groups were composed of 
both sexes and in no cases were friends members of the 
same group. The groups met once a week to discuss and 
plan a class project. The empathy test was first given 
after the group had met three times, and then again after 
the group had met eight times. 
Two types of scores were derived. First the 
Deviation Score, the one most commonly used, and also the 
Right Score which was obtained by counting the number of 
predictions which coincided exactly with the actual rating. 
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A comparison of the Right Scores on the first test and a 
chance score was made. The Right Score was significantly 
better than a chance score to the .01 level of significance. 
It can be assumed that even at the first administration of 
the test, Dymond \'lias measuring some ability, other than 
chance, to predict what others were doing on the test. 
Results of Test: 
TABLE I* 
A Comparison of The Mean Scores Obtained on 
Test 1 and Test 2 (Retest)22 
Test 1 
Test 2 
Deviation Scores 
Range Mean S.D. 
37-70 51.3 ~ 
29-75 48.0 9.0 
Right Scores 
~ Mean S.D. 
18-39 28.8 6.5 
18-46 31.3 
On the i'lhole there was a slight, but not 
significant improvement. Only ten of the fifty-three 
subjects changed their scores significantly. Nine subjects 
of this ten improved, vlhile one was significantly poorer. 
It "~tJould seem that on the whole, there vms little real 
increase in the understanding of each other. 
TABLE II** 
A Comparison of ~1ean Scores of Males and f'emales 
on Rating Test 1 and Test 2 (Retest)2J 
Test 1 
Test 2 
Mean 
Deviation Score 
Males Females 
52.1 51.4 
50.9 45.6 
Mean 
Right Score 
Males Females 
28.5 29.0 
30.0 36.0 
*Dymond, R., "A Scale for Measuring Empathy, n in ed. by A. P. 
Hare, Small Groups, New York: A. A. Knopf, 1955, pp. 226-235. 
**Dymond, Ibid. 
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The difference between the males and females on 
the first test was not significant, but the females were 
more accurate than the males on the second test in terms 
of both types of scoring. The females had significantly 
improved scores, while the males had not. Why the females 
did better can only be speculated upon, but it would seem 
that they are the better empathizers. 
So far we have been comparing all fifty-three 
members together, and paying no attention to the groups 
they represent. Group observers had kept notes on the 
progress of the groups. Some functioned very smoothly 
while others developed a good deal of internal antagonisms. 
The groups were ranked by the observers from one to eight. 
Group one was characterized by smooth relationships, a 
high degree of interest, and a good deal of cooperative 
effort, while group eight stood at the other end of the 
scale. 
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TABLE III* 
Mean Scores and Ranking By Groups, Test 1 and Test 224 
Group 
{Observer Rankings} Test 1 Test 2 Rank {1} Rank {2} 
1 43.4 42.2 1 1 
2 55.4 50.5 7 6 
3 52.1 42.8 5 2 
4 49.7 46.0 3 3 
5 65.5 53.7 8 7 
6 50.1 47.2 4 4 
7 47.8 49.1 2 5 
8 52.5 54.1 6 8 
The groups which were best and worst in empathy 
ratings were also ranked the best and poorest groups by 
the observers, after the second test, but the rankings 
between one and eight show little correlation to the 
empathy scores. 
In order to determine the validity of this test, 
that is, whether it measures empathetic ability, ten 
subjects were asked to take the Thematic Aperception Test. 
The ten subjects represented the five who had scored 
highest on the empathy scale and the five who had made 
the lowest scores. Their stories were analyzed in terms 
of how well they empathized or took the role of the characters 
*Dymond, R., "A Scale for Measuring Empathy,tt in ed. by 
A. P. Hare, Small Groups, New York: A. A. Knopf, 1955, 
pp. 226-235. 
they introduced into their stories. The five subjects 
who were the high scorers on the empathy test were all 
rated as highly empathetic on the TATs, while four of the 
subjects who ''lere low scorers on the empathy test, '\'lere 
rated as showing low empathy on their TAT stories, and 
one subject who had a poor empathy test score was rated 
as demonstrating high empathy ability on the TAT. This 
is the only test Dymond makes to ascertain the validity 
of this scale. 
Dymond has not determined whether one trait is 
a better measure of empathy than another, or what the 
interval is between points on the five-point scale. We 
do see the girls demonstrating a significant improvement, 
which supports the popular belief that \'JOmen are more 
socially perceptive than men. The fact that the group 
which had the lowest empathy score was also ranked lowest 
by the observers and had a high degree of internal strife, 
indicates that sensitivity is not compatible 'ivith a high 
level of emotion. 
An Adaptation of The Dymond Empathy Scale: 
At the college of business administration of 
Boston University, the Dymond scale was adapted for use 
with group behavior classes. The same six traits were 
utilized, but group members were asked for only two 
ratings. First, rate yourself as you see yourself in 
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this group. Second, rate each member as you think he will 
see and rate himself in this group. A seven-point scale 
instead of the five-point scale used by Dymond. 
We administered the measure to a day and evening 
T-group after they had met together for about a month. 
The test was given a second time on the last day of class 
for each group. We found little improvement in the day 
class, but the evening class did improve to the .01 level 
of significance in their predictions. 
Group 
Members 
Tony M. 
Neal 
Pete 
Tony c. 
Toby 
Gloria 
Ann 
Gil 
Art 
Ronnie 
Bob u. 
Judy 
Ken 
Roz 
Kay 
Chickie 
Dick c. 
TABLE IV 
EMPATHY TEST RESULTS 
GROUP BEHAVIOR CLASS, BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
Average Errors Made 
Rating Each Member 
First Second 
Testing Testing 
8.8 9.6 
5.9 8.1 
5.8 6.6 
5.9 6.6 
6.8 6.5 
5.6 6.3 
5.4 6.3 
6.3 6.1 
5.5 6.0 
6.2 5.7 
5.2 5.4 
5.6 5.2 
5.4 4.9 
5.2 4.7 
5.1 5.0 
6.3 4.7 
4.2 4.3 
TABLE V 
EMPATHY TEST RESULTS 
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SECOND GROUP BEHAVIOR CLASS, BOSTON UNIVERSITY* 
Group 
Members 
Martha 
Gene 
Jack T. 
George 
~1lhitey 
Don 
Ed 
John 
Bob 
Virginia 
Jack D. 
Diane 
Elliott 
*Evening Division Class 
Average Errors Made 
Rating Each Member 
First Second 
Testing Testing 
8.4 8.8 
7.0 7.4 
8.5 6.1 
5.1 5.9 
10.7 5.8 
5.8 5.1 
5.8 4.9 
5.7 4.8 
7.1 4.7 
5.2 4.6 
6.7 4.6 
5.8 4.4 
5.2 4.0 
As may be seen from the tables, eight out of 
seventeen showed some improvement in the day class, but 
this improvement was not great enough to be statistically 
significant. We do see four out of six of the girls 
improving. 
The evening class, perhaps because of its 
smaller size did make statistically significant gains. 
Ten out of thirteen improved. Since we have test results 
on only tvm training groups there is little to speculate 
upon. The trait superior-inferior seems to be the easiest 
to rate, while selfish-unselfish and sense of humor turned 
up the highest number of errors. If this trend continues 
in further testing, it may be necessary to weight the 
more difficult traits to empathize with. Although this 
scale is still quite crude, it does show differences in 
a group, but whether it can measure changes as a result 
of sensitivity training will be determined after more 
empirical data is collected. 
Empathy Measurement -- "Social Sensitivity in A Small 
Task Oriented Groupn25 
:Procedure: 
Suchman developed a measure he used on a small 
task group. His subjects were a total of fifteen students 
trying out for a campus musical play at Cornell University. 
He split the fifteen into three groups, one group all male, 
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one all female, and one mixed. They were all told they 
were going to participate in a new kind of audition. 
All were undergraduates, age 17-24 years. Each group 
met a different night, and were told they had thirty 
minutes to plan a skit. After planning the skit, but 
before putting the skit on, the groups were asked to 
fill out the following questionnaires: 
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SUCHMAN QUESTIONNAIRE* 
Part I 11 How did I feel." 
1. I feel self-confident. 
2. I was satisfied with what we accomplished. 
3. I '\'las fascinated by the whole thing. 
4. I felt relaxed .. 
5. I felt left out. 
6. I ivas frustrated. 
7. I was self conscious about being observed. 
8. I felt panicky about finishing on time. 
There were four alternatives after each item: "very 
tta good bit, 11 "only slightly," "not at all 11 
Part II 11 How did I feel toward him. tt 
1. I admired his ability. 
2. I liked him as a person. 
3. I felt indifferent toward him. 
4. I was irritated by some of the things he said. 
5. I felt pushed around by him. 
6. I grew tired of him. 
7. I felt close to him. 
8. I was amused by what he said. 
Alternatives after each item: "very much," 
"a good bit," ttonly slightly, tt 11not at all tt 
*See ref. 25 
much 11 
' 
SUCHMAN QUESTIONNAIRE* (Continued) 
Part III 11How did he feel about himself'?" 
1. He felt self-confident. 
2. He was satisfied with what we accomplished. 
3. He was fascinated by the whole thing. 
4. He felt relaxed. 
5. He felt left out. 
6 •. He \vas frustrated. 
7. He was self conscious about being observed. 
8. He felt panicky about finishing on time. 
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Four alternatives after each item: "very much," 
"a good bit," "only slightly," "not at all 11 
Part IV ttHow did he feel toward me?" 
1. He admires my ability. 
2. He likes me as a person. 
3. He feels indifferent towards me. 
4. He was irritated by some of the things I said. 
5. He felt pushed around by me. 
6. He grew tired of me. 
7. He felt close to me. 
8. He was amused by what I said. 
Alternatives after each item: "very much," 
"a good bit," 11only slightly," "not at all" 
*See ref. 25. 
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We can see the similarity of the Suchman procedure 
to the Dymond scale. Both scales require group members 
to put themselves in other member's shoes, and think as 
they do. Buchman's putpose was to determine if social 
perception tends to be more accurate if the feelings 
betv-reen the people are favorable. 
Results: 
Buchman found that if a subject had favorable 
feelings toward a member, his predictions would be more 
accurate. If both members had favorable feelings tOivard 
each other, the scores tended to be even more accurate 
for each member. He also found, that if members tend to 
be similar they will be more accurate in estimating each 
other's feelings. 
This study seems to show that good feelings 
betv-reen estimators vrill increase their empathy prediction, 
and that similar types of people do well at empathizing 
with each other. We shall see later that Hastorf* finds 
that opposites seem to be the best empathizers in his study. 
\ 
Social Interaction and Changes in Perception 
Bieri26 was interested in determining the changes 
that took place following social interaction. He used 
fifty-two students who were freshmen at Ohio State 
University and who had had little or no acquaintance with 
*See page 55. 
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each other. He used twenty-six in an experimental group 
and twenty-six as a control group. 
Procedure: The members of the experimental group were 
brought into a room two at a time and seated so they 
would not be facing each other. They were each given 
the Picture Frustration Study, a series of twenty-four 
pictures, with three multiple choice answers after each 
picture. The three choices were intropunitive, impunitive, 
and extrapunitive. The subject was asked to check off 
the response he v1ould most likely use in that particular 
situation. 
The subjects were then asked a fe\·T questions, 
'ltTi thin earshot of each other, (they still liT ere not 
facing each other) and asked to fill out the P-F Study 
again as they felt the other one had filled his out the 
first time. The subjects were then seated face to face, 
and asked to discuss the psychology course as to what 
they liked and disliked about it, and to also discuss 
how the course could be improved and what the goals of 
the course should be. This discussion lasted ten minutes. 
Then they were asked to imagine they had two 
weeks to spend together at the end of the semester with 
ample funds to go anywhere they wanted. They were to 
discuss where to go, how to go, and what they would both 
enjoy doing there. Again they were allowed ten minutes. 
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Finally the subjects were asked to fill the 
P-F study out again as each felt the other would fill 
his out. The subjects had now rated themselves once, 
and each other twice. The control group rated each 
other the same number of times, but vrere allowed no 
face to face interaction. 
Results: Bieri's hypothesis in this study was that 
11
• • • the changes \'I ill be in the direction of perceiving 
the other individual as more similar to oneself, as a 
result of increasing agreement with and knowledge of the 
other person." 27 Bieri's purpose, then, is not to measure 
empathy but to detect factors which enter into a measure 
designed to indicate empathetic ability. The results vrere 
that an individual's increase in the number of responses 
which agreed vrith his own self rating -- his prediction 
responses being compared to the responses he originally 
made for himself -- were significant to the .01 level. 
The subjects in the control groups also showed an increase 
in self similarity, but not to a statistically significant 
level. 
Vihy did this happen? Bieri offers the explanation 
of identification, for as the students become friendly, 
they may have begun to identify rTi th each other. Then 
it could be a projection phenomenon, that they were 
projecting onto their partners their own behavioral 
responses. 
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\ihatever the reason, this experiment can well 
be kept in mind when administering an empathy scale, for 
the empathy scale may turn out to be a projection or 
identification device which can distort the empathy score. 
Influences on Emuathy Scores 
Hastorf28 was interested in the fact that many 
empathy scores showed that a subject's predictions were 
often similar to the subject's own scores. Hastorf 
utilized a 42 item questionnaire in his study of empathy 
and made some very interesting observations. He first 
had his subjects fill out a forty-seven item questionnaire 
asking the respondent to answer like, indifferent, or 
dislike to various classes of people such as absent minded 
people, or religious people. He compared the results of 
his two questionnaires and found that the most successful 
empathizers consistently avoided the indifferent responses 
on the second scale asking for like, indifferent, or dislike 
answers. These people who were at one end or the other 
made the highest empathy scores, which seems to indicate 
that people who have definite preferences have the greatest 
empathetic ability. The people who chose many indifferent 
responses on the second questionnaire made the poorest 
scores on the empathy scale. 
Hastorf carried his investigation a little 
further. He allowed some of his subjects to pick associates 
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they thought they could do a good job of empathizing ivith. 
He found they usually chose opposites. That is, one who 
had scored at end scale on the like, indifferent, dislike 
questionnaire would pick midscale scorers, and do a good 
job at empathizing the midscaler's rating of himself. 
Hastorf also found that the midscaler would tend to choose 
and empathize very well vTith an associate vTho had ranked 
himself at end scale. In other words opposites will choose 
opposites, if given the opportunity, and empathize quite 
well with their opposites. 
Perhaps there is food for thought here for 
marriage counselors. Not only do opposites attract, but 
they empathize well. At any rate, Hastorf had given users 
of empathy tests additional evidence upon which to 
speculate. His contention that opposites are the best 
empathizers, contradicts Suchman's findings that similar 
types are the best empathizers.* 
Characteristics of Good Judges 
Taft29 made a study of forty young Phd students 
who were residents together for a week end, in order to 
determine what characteristics good judges of other people 
possessed. 
Procedure: Five scoring procedures were used and combined 
in order to obtain an over-all rating of how good each 
subject was at judging others. 
*See page 51. 
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1. The first test was a list of thirty true-false 
questions, which the subject was to answer and 
then estimate how many of the others responded 
the same as himself. This test, as were all the 
others, was given after the subjects had spent 
a two-day weekend with each other. The forty 
had been further broken into four groups of ten, 
so each would only be rating himself and nine 
others. 
2. Second, each was required to rate on a five-point 
scale (not empathize with) his nine group members 
on the following traits: 
a. Persuasiveness. 
b. Social assertiveness. 
c. Sociability. 
d. Carefulness. 
e. Drive. 
f. Conformity. 
The scoring was the number of errors between 
observers ratings and the subjects. 
3. Third, a staff Rating Test. This was the rating, 
by the staff, on the above six traits. The 
ratings were pooled and a mean average was 
obtained for each subject. 
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4. Fourth, a peer rating was established for each 
subject by pooling his peer's ratings and 
finding a mean average. 
5. Finally, a Nosaic Iviatching Test vms given. Each 
subject was required to produced a mosaic design; 
later each subject would try to match designs 
with their respective artists. 
The above five tests were then weighted and 
pooled to give a judge of others score called a JO. 
These JO scores v1ere then correlated with many criteria, 
in order to determine if good judges of others did possess 
certain characteristics. 
Results: 
1. Age range, 23-25: No correlation between JO, 
scores and age. 
2. Socio-economic status and vocational status: No 
relation to JO scores, although those with armed 
forces backgrounds did score a little higher, 
but not significantly. 
3. Family backpround and minority status: Subjects 
with urban backgrounds received higher JO scores 
to the .03 level of significance than those '\'lho 
came from rural areas. Taft also found that the 
lo'\'rer the father's status, the better the JO 
rating, significant to the .03 level again. 
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Taft hypothesized that those who had come from 
poorer families had to work harder, and therefore 
learn to appraise people in order to raise their 
own status. Taft also found that foreign students 
and negroes were ranked low on JO scores. The 
nine Jewish judges were significantly superior 
to the .02 level. 
4. Sibling status and parental press: Those rated 
as high JO's had 1.4 siblings, while poor JO's 
had 2.8 siblings. Taft supposes that those 
brought up in large families associate mainly 
with their siblings and fail to learn adult modes 
of judging others. 
5. Academic specialization: Those who majored in 
the physical sciences were significantly better 
(.01 level) than those who majored in the social 
sciences. Taft feels this may be explained because 
physical science majors are more objective, while 
social science majors are just interested in 
people. This author feels that being interested 
in people will make you a good judge of others, 
while being involved in the social sciences merely 
because you like people won't increase your ability 
to judge. These are the results Taft gets however. 
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6. Cognitive abilities: There was little relationship 
between JO ratings and scores on various IQ tests 
such as the Primary Mental Abilities Test or the 
Miller Analogies. 
1. Artistic or dramatic ability: The correlations 
were mostly negative with JO ratings. Perhaps 
artists are poor at judging others. 
8. Personality traits: The JO ratings showed no 
correlation to an adjective check list Taft used. 
9. Social relations: Poor JO scorers seemed to be 
more interested in qualities relating to social 
relations, while high JO scorers were more 
achievement minded on personality tests. 
Conclusions: 
Taft feels that good or bad judges of others vary 
with the degree to which they are socially dependent. I 
would agree that dependent people cannot very well judge 
objectively. It is interesting to note how many correlations 
showed no relationships. There does not seem to be a given 
set of circumstances which will indicate a good judge of 
others. The only significant finding seemed to be that 
better judges come from poorer backgrounds. 
Taft's procedure for determining a JO score is 
rather unwieldy for use in most T-groups. It may, however, 
be a highly refined measure since it takes into account 
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not only peer ratings, but observer ratings also, weighting 
and combining them to produce the JO score. 
Assumed Similarity Measures 
Gage and Exline were interested in determining 
the degree to which an individual in a group assumes that 
other individuals in his group hold attitudes and opinions 
which are characteristic of himself. The subjects were 
delegates to the National Training Laboratories at Bethel, 
Maine. The measuring devices used were an Estimation of 
Group Opinion Test (EGOT), and a Post Meeting Reaction 
Estimate (PMRE).3° 
The EGOT: 
1. Each subject was asked to estimate how many members 
of his group would agree with each statement on 
a list of fifty statements, concerning group 
process, leadership, human relations, etc. 
2. Accuracy score: A correlation was made between 
a subject's estimate and the other member's 
actual acceptance of the fifty statements. 
3. Similarity score: The correlation between the 
subjects score and the number of persons in the 
group who did agree with him on each of the fifty 
statements. 
4. Assumed similarity: Correlation bet,veen a subject's 
score and the subject's estimate of the number of 
PMRE: 
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subjects in his group who would agree to the 
fifty statements. 
1. \Each subject was asked to rate how he felt the 
meeting was on a satisfaction scale. Each 
subject was to rate all other members on the 
satisfaction scale as they would see and rate 
themselves. 
2. Productivity: Each member was asked to rank in 
order the five members vrho had contributed the 
most to group productivity that day. 
3. Estimate of productivity: Each member was asked 
to rank in order the five members who would be 
picked by the group as being most productive. 
4. Sensitivity: Each member vlas asked to rank in 
order the five members who were most sensitive 
to the feelings and attitudes of others. 
5. Leisure time attractiveness: Each member was 
asked to rank in order the five members he vrould 
most like to spend his leisure time vlith. 
The E~OT and PMRE were given on the third and 
twelfth working days of the T-group. 
Results: The results were rather surprising, for there 
were no statistically significant improvements on any parts 
of either measure. The tables of comparisons between the 
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third and twelfth day scores show figures that are almost 
alike in every case. The original aim to show assumed 
similarity also turned up very low correlations. 
Gage does not speculate on this phenomenon of 
stability of scores. I feel that there was no improvement 
in this study, simply because there was little room for 
improvement. The initial estimates made on the EGOT and 
PMRE were quite high, most of the coefficients of correlation 
being about .60. Since these correlations were quite high 
to begin with (why this is so, I don't know) there was 
little chance to do better. 
Empathy and Effectiveness 
Smith3l feels that if one is to make an adequate 
adjustment to his social environment, he must make an 
accurate appraisal of the demands of a situation, and also 
be aware of the appropriateness of his appraisal as judged 
by his colleagues. His perceptions of a situation will 
allow him to be most effective if fellow group members see 
the same situation pretty much the same way. Smith goes 
on to say that one can be quite effective, even if he is 
not particularly sensitive to a situation, as long as his 
action coincides with the structual characteristics of 
the group. Smith feels two characteristics are common to 
all groups. Power, or the amount of influence wielded by 
one man, and Benefit, the evaluation of the use of that 
power. 
Procedure: The testing was done at an NTL group at Bethel, 
Maine. 
1. Productivity: At the end of the second, seventh, 
and t'•:lelfth meetings, each member ranked in order, 
and five members of his group who contributed 
the most to the productivity of the group. A 
subject's productivity for the entire three weeks 
was determined by computing a mean average of the 
choices he received from other members. 
2. Power and Benefit: At meetings 3, 5, 8, 10 and 13 
power and benefit ratings were obtained. Each 
subject was asked to rate on a graphic rating 
scale each other subject's extent of power or 
influence on that group. Each subject was also 
asked to rate graphically the amount of benefit 
he could extend to each member. Each subject was 
also asked to rate on a graphic scale the amount 
of benefit he received from each member. 
A subject's power rating i•rould be the 
median average of the sum of t~e ratings his 
colleagues assigned to him on the power ratings •• 
His benefit rating would be the median of the 
sum of the benefit ratings he received from other 
members. 
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3. Consonance: A consonance coefficient of correlation 
was determined for each member, by comparing his 
ratings of power for each member with the group 
average power rating for each member. In other 
words, how did the ratings of each member compare 
with the group ratings of each member. 
Results: Smith's first hypothesis was that persons 
whose judgments most resemble the ttgroup's" judgment 
will be seen by objective outside observers as being the 
most effective group members. Consonance ratings correlated 
viith outside observer ratings were significant to the .04 
and .01 levels for the seventh and twelfth meetings. 
A second hypothesis was that those members whose 
judgment on group relevant matters which most resemble the 
11group's 11 judgments will be most highly valued by the 
group. Correlation coefficients between productivity 
ratings and consonance ratings did increase over the 
three-week period, but were not statistically significant. 
A third hypothesis, that those persons whose 
judgments on group matters which most resemble the "group's" 
judgments will be seen by the group as being most powerful, 
resulted in coefficients vlhich approached significance 
when consonance and average power ratings were compared. 
Smith's fourth hypothesis was that a group member 
will believe he can contribute most to those persons whose 
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perceptions of group relevant matters are most consonant 
with his own. Correlations were made between each subject 
and each other subject (a paired comparison) comparing 
ratings of benefit each felt he could give to each other 
member. The coefficients were quite low and not significant. 
A fifth hypothesis, that a member will believe 
he can be most benefited by those persons whose perceptions 
of group relevant matters are most consonant with his own, 
resulted in low but significant correlations to the .03 
level, between consonance and the extent to which each 
member felt he might be benefited by each of the group 
members. 
Smith concludes by stating that32 11 ••• it 
can be concluded that the person whose perception of 
certain aspects of group process conforms closely to the 
group judgment concerning these matters will be seen as 
being highly productive.tt He also feels that the person 
who shows the most consonance will be perceived as wielding 
a good deal of power. 
Smith fails to obtain enough significant 
coefficients of correlation to make any generalized 
conclusions. Our interest in this study is the question 
of ivhether or not consonance relates to empathy, and is 
consonance an indication of sensitivity? It would be 
interesting to compare high empathizers vlith consonance 
scores to ascertain whether or not a relationship existed. 
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The Self and The Ideal Self In A Group 
Burke and Bennis33 were interested in determining 
the discrepancy between a person's perceived actual self 
and his ideal self. How does T-group training affect this 
discrepancy? 
Procedure: 
The measuring instrument used was the Osgood 
Group Semantic Differential. The GSD used was a list of 
nineteen scales made up of adjectives which might be used 
to describe group members: 
FIGURE I 
OSGOOD GROUP SEl'.ANTIC DIFFERENTIAL* 
a. Successful _______ Unsuccessful 
b. Insensitive Sensitive 
c. Strong _______ Weak 
d. Close _______ Distant 
e. Bad Good 
f. Cool Warm 
g. Silent Talkative 
h. Excluded 
1. Active 
j. Hard 
k. Important 
1. Follows 
m. Involved 
n. Discordant 
o. Friendly _ 
Included 
Passive 
Soft 
Unimportant 
Leads 
Vfithdrawn 
Harmonious 
_ _ _ _ _ Unfriendly 
p. Central _______ Peripheral 
q. Dependent Independent 
r.; Adaptable Rigid 
s. Accepted _______ Rejected 
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*Burke, R., and Bennis, W., "Changes in Perception of 
Self and Others During Human Relations Training," 
pamphlet, Human Relations Center, Boston University. 
FIGURE II 
PERSON CONCEPTS* 
a. This T-group 
b. Best group I have ever been in 
c. The way I actually am in this group 
d. The way I would like to be in this group 
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e. The way other members see me in this group 
f. Depending on the trainer 
g. Being a member of this group 
h. Being close to other members of this group 
i. Best group member I have ever known 
j. Leadership in this group 
k. Achieving goals in this group 
1. Expressing feelings in this group 
m. My family 
n. My father 
o. My mother 
All of the above concepts rated on the Osgood Semantic 
Differential. 
*Burke, R., and Bennis, vl., "Changes in Perception of 
Self and Others During Human Relations Training," 
pamphlet, Human Relations Center, Boston University. 
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The scales were used by each member to rate each 
other member on a number of concepts. The concepts and 
rating scales were given at the third and twelfth meetings 
of a NTL T-group. 
Results: 
The first hypothesis was that members will show 
greater changes in perceived actual behavior, than in the 
way they would like to behave. They found that the 
perceived actual self and the perceived ideal self were 
much closer at the end of the meetings to a highly 
significant level. They found that the changes in 
perceived actual self were greater than were the changes 
of perceived ideal self. 
Secondly they hypothesized that members would 
come to agree more about their perception of one another. 
This was confirmed at the .03 level of confidence. 
They also confirmed at a high level of confidence 
that members would perceive greater changes in others than 
in themselves. 
They made use of the GSD in order to determine 
changes in individual member perceptions. This particular 
instrument could be utilized in many ways to measure 
sensitivity. The next study will show how Fiedler used 
it to measure assumed similarity and group effectiveness. 
It does seem that Burke and Bennis have shown that self 
awareness is altered by a T-group experience. 
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Interperson Perception and Group Effectiveness 
Fiedler34 devoted six years to the study of 
group efficiency as indicated by a sociometric measure 
and an assumed similarity score. Fiedler makes use of 
the Osgood Group Semantic Differential in determining 
assumed similarity. 
Procedure: 
Fiedler first experimented with basketball teams 
in an attempt to discover if winning teams had anything in 
common. He used a sample of fourteen high school teams. 
He took each team and asked each player to name the person 
he could play best with; this allowed Fiedler to determine 
who the sociometric choice vras for each team. This person 
was the sociometric leader of his team. 
These leaders were asked to rate, using the 
OGSD, first the most cooperative co-worker he had ever 
worked with, and then to rate the least cooperative co-
worl;:er he had ever worked with. The difference between 
these tvm ratings (on a seven-point scale) gives an assumed 
similarity of opposites, ASO, score. Fiedler found the 
teams who had chosen sociometric leaders with low ASO 
scores vron the most games, for the teams with accepted 
leaders having lov/ ASO scores were the most effective. 
By low ASO scores, we mean the leader sees opposites as 
being very dissimilar; some people see opposites as being 
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similar in many respects and would therefore have high 
ASO scores. Fiedler does not feel that low ASO is a 
leadership trait, but that if the accepted leader does 
happen to have low ASO, then that team is quite likely 
to be very effective. He got significant correlations, 
between low ASO leader teams and effectiveness, to the 
.01, .05, and .025 levels. 
Fiedler carried his study into other areas. 
He found the aircraft commanders of the most effective 
bomber crews had the lowest ASO scores, providing they 
were the sociometric choices of their respective crews. 
Fiedler found significant correlations between sociometrically 
chosen leaders vvho had lovl ASO and tank crew effectiveness. 
He tried his experiment in industry and found significant 
relationships between sociometrically chosen foreman with 
low ASO and the most effective open-hearth steel crews. 
He even tried it out on successful and less successful 
corporations, finding that a high ASO informal leader of 
the board of chairman, plus a low ASO general manager seemed 
to mean that company would be more successful than others. 
A lovr ASO score seems to show that a person is 
more discriminatory when judging people. If a person who 
can judge vlell and is also accepted as a leader, his group 
vdll probably respect him and "~trork well "T,·li th him. Whether 
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Fiedler's findings will hold true in a sensitivity training 
group has not yet been established; it is not certain that 
the Osgood Group Semantic Differential can be utilized 
to measure changes in ASO of people involved in sensitivity 
training. Fiedler's methods vrill be tried out on an 
advanced group behavior class, where the class will be 
split into a number of small competing subgroups. The 
question will be, will the most effective subgroups have 
sociometric leaders who have low ASOs? A sample of only 
one class vrould hardly verify Fiedler's findings, but it 
may provide some positive findings. 
This author feels the Fiedler studes are quite 
interesting, because he has gone about measuring group 
effectiveness in an unusual way. Future studies need to 
try and discover why the lovl ABO leader makes his team 
more effective? ~That does he say or do that induces the 
group to work harder? 
Groun Dimensions 
Hemphill35 has designed a method of measuring 
the characteristics by which the differences among groups 
can be described. He constructed a scale of 150 statements 
about group characteristics which yield scores covering 
thirteen group dimensions. Hemphill defines the dimensions 
as follovis: 
1. Autonomy is the degree to which a group functions 
independently of other groups and occupies an 
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independent position in society. It is reflected 
by the degree to which a group determines its 
own activities, but its absence of allegiance, 
deference and/or dependence relative to other 
groups. (13 items, numbers 48 to 60). 
2. Control is the degree to which a group regulates 
the behavior of individuals while they are 
functioning as group members. It is reflected 
by the modifications which group membership 
imposes on complete freedom of individual behavior 
and by the amount of intensity of group-derived 
government. (12 items, numbered 1 to 12). 
3. Flexibility is the degree to which a group's 
activities are marked by informal procedures 
rather than by adherence to established procedures. 
It is reflected by the extent to which duties of 
members are free from specification through custom, 
tradition, written rules, regulations, codes of 
procedure, or even unwritten but clearly prescribed 
ways of behaving. (13 items, numbers 123 to 135). 
4. Hedonic Tone is the degree to which group membership 
is accompanied by a general feeling of pleasantness 
or agreeableness. It is reflected by the frequency 
of laughter, conviviality, pleasant anticipation 
of group meetings, and by the absence of griping 
and complaining. (5 items, numbers 43 to 47). 
74. 
5. Homogeneity is the degree to which members of a 
group are similar with respect to socially relevant 
characteristics. It is reflected by relative 
uniformity of members with respect to age, sex, 
race, socio-economics status, interests, attitudes, 
and habits. {15 items, numbers 136 to 150). 
6. Intimacy is the degree to which members of a 
group are mutually acquainted with one another 
and are familiar with the most personal details 
of one another's lives. It is reflected by the 
nature of topics discussed by members, by modes 
of greeting, forms of address, and by interactions 
which presuppose a knowledge of the probable 
reaction of others under widely differing 
circumstances, as well as by the extent and type 
of knowledge each member has about other members 
of the group. (13 items, numbers 18 to 30). 
7. Particination is the degree to which members of 
a group apply time and effort to group activities. 
It is reflected by the number and kinds of duties 
members perform, but voluntary assumption of 
nonassigned duties and by the amount of time 
spent in group activities. {10 items, numbers 
101 to 110). 
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8. Permeability is the degree to which a group permits 
ready access to membership. It is reflected by 
absence of entrance requirements of various kind, 
and by the degree to which membership is solicited. 
(13 items, numbers 88 to 100). 
9. Polarization is the degree to which a group.is 
oriented and works toward a single goal which is 
clear and specific to all members. (12 items, 
numbers 111 to 122). 
10. Potency is the degree to which a group has primary 
significance for its members. It is reflected by 
the kind of needs which a group is satisfying or 
has the potentiality of satisfying, by the extent 
of readjustment which would be required of members 
should the group fail, and by the degree to which 
a group has meaning to the members with reference 
to their central values. (15 items, numbers 61 
to 75). 
11. Stability is the degree to which a group persists 
over a period of time with essentially the same 
characteristics. It is reflected by the rate of 
membership turnover, by frequency of reorganizations 
and by constancy of group size. (5 items, numbers 
13 to 17). 
76. 
12. Stratification is the degree to which a group 
orders its members into status hierarchies. It 
is reflected by differential distribution of 
power, privileges, obligations, and duties and 
by asymmetrical patterns of differential behavior 
among members. (12 items, numbers 31 to 42). 
13. Viscidity is the degree to which members of the 
group function as a unit. It is reflected by 
aosence of dissension and personal conflict 
among members, by absence of activities serving 
to advance only the interests of individual 
group members, by the ability of the group to 
resist disrupting forces, and by the belief on 
the part of the members that the group does 
function as a unit. (12 items, numbers 76 to 87). 
The statements are grouped according to the 
group dimensions. For each statement there are five 
possible answers: (a} definitely true, (b) mostly true, 
(c) neither true nor false, (d) mostly false, and (e) 
definitely false, and each answer is weighted. Total 
raw scores can be converted into 11 stanine" scores. These 
stanine scores are normalized scores ranging from one to 
nine and represent percents of the standard population. 
Stanine Score 9 (High Score) is assigned to 
raw scores that are earned by the highest 4 per cent of 
the standard population. 
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Stanine Score 8 is assigned to raw scores that 
are earned by the next lovTer 7 per cent of the standard 
population. 
Stanine Score 7 is assigned to ravT scores that 
are earned by the next lower 12 per cent of the standard 
population. 
Stanine Score 6 is assigned to rai'i scores that 
are earned by the next lower 17 per cent of the standard 
population. 
Stanine Score 5 is assigned to raw scores that 
are earned by the next lower 20 per cent of the standard 
population. 
Stanine Score 4 is assigned to ravr scores that 
are earned by the next lower 17 per cent of the standard 
population. 
Stanine Score 3 has assigned to raw scores that 
are earned by the next lower 12 per cent of the standard 
population. 
Stanine Score 2 is assigned to ravl scores that 
are earned by the next lovTer 7 per cent of the standard 
population. 
Stanine Score 1 (Low Score) is assigned to raw 
scores that are earned by the lowest 4 per cent of the 
standard population. 
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The conversion norms were based on a sample of 
950 students. This would hardly seem to be a representative 
sampling of the total population, but it is the sample 
Hemphill used to set his norms. He does admit these are 
"tentative norms." Group member scores can be graphed 
and analysis made of the relationships. The folloiving 
graphs illustrate the patterns which characterize groups. 
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GRAPH III 
GROUP DD-1ENSIONS PROFILE*~ 
A four-man Laboratory Group Working Under Conditions of 
11Acceptance. 11--Two Subjects 
Dimension Stanine Score 
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Viscidity_ 
Comments: This group is perceived by the subject members 
to be operating \vith very fe"''T rules and standard procedures 
(high flexibility), to be composed of very similar members 
(homogeneity) but \rTho are almost complete strangers (intimacy), 
to be very stable and autonomous during the course of the 
experiment. Teamvmrk (viscidity) i'las seen as relatively 
high. One subject regarded membership as very pleasant, 
the other about average. 
*Hemphill, John K., Group Dimensions, A l-ianual For Their 
Measurement, Columbu~ Ohio, Bureau of Business Research, 
Ohio State University, 1956, pp. 66. 
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GRAPH IV 
GROUP DD!ENSION PROFILE* 
A four-man Laboratory Group Working Under Conditions of 
11Rej ection. n--Two Subjects 
Dimension Stanine Score 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Comments: This group is perceived by the subject members 
as extremely flexible (no rules or understood procedures). 
Extremely unpleasant (lovr hedonic tone), having homogeneous 
members, extremely lovr in intimacy, relatively stable, low 
in stratification and teamwork (viscidity) and relatively 
autonomous. 
*Hemphill, John K., Group Dimensions, A Manual For Their 
Measurement, Colu~bus, Ohio, Bureau of Business Research, 
Ohio State University, 1956, pp. 66. 
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Hemphill's dimensions and questionnaire can 
give us a picture of how members feel about a group. A 
high degree of congruence of profiles would indicate that 
the perceptions of the members were very similar. 
Administration of this test at various intervals in the 
life of a training group would show us a development in 
group sensitivity; or perhaps we should call it group 
conformity. 
CHAPTER IV 
SENSITIVITY MEASU~ffiNT AND PERSONALITY TESTS 
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CHAPTER IV 
SENSITIVITY MEASURE1mNT AND PERSONALITY TESTS 
This chapter will consider some of the attempts 
to measure and predict sensitivity change on the basis 
of personality test scores. The only measure designed 
specifically for group work are the FIRO scales. 
Prediction of Member Behavior 
In a study done at Boston University36 an attempt 
was made to predict what type of behavior members would 
exhibit in a group behavior class. 
Procedure: 
The first personality test used was the Adams 
Personal Audit. This test measures nine traits. 
a. Seriousness-Impulsiveness 
b. Firmness-Indecision 
c. Tranquillity-Irritability 
d. Frankness-Evasion 
e. Stability-Instability 
f. Tolerance-Intolerance 
g. Steadiness-Emotionality 
h. Persistance-Fluctuation 
i. Contentment-Worry 
The second personality test utilized was the 
Allport Ascendance-Submission Scale. 
Results: 
The most strilcing data taken from the Personal 
Audit test was the fact that nineteen out of the twenty-
three members scored in the 80th percentile of the 
firmness-indecision scale. Persons who score that high 
are considered positive and conscientious; they have the 
ability to make a decision based on facts; they would be 
willing to take issue with a superior person if they 
believed the person to be wrong; they find concentration 
and evaluation easy. 
Nine members scored below the 25th percentile 
on the stability-instability scale. People who score 
this low usually lack confidence, are shy, and are fearful 
individuals. 
Nine members scored high on the tolerance-
intolerance scale. These types tend to be pleasant, 
flexible, practical, and broadminded. 
Eight members scored below the 25th percentile 
on the persistence-fluctuation scale.-
On the Allport Ascendance-Submission Scale, 
sixteen members scored in the first four deciles, and 
twelve of the sixteen were in the first tvro deciles. 
Allport considers people who score in the first four 
deciles as ascendant individuals. 
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Predictions 1-1ade: 
On the basis of these scores the following 
predictions were made: 
1. The group would be quite aggressive and assert 
itself in a positive and confident manner. 
2. Concentration would be higher than normal. 
3. Two highest scorers on the Ascendance-Submission 
test '\'Tould be the leaders. 
4. The four members who scored in the seventh 
decile of Ascendance-Submission test i'Tould be 
quiet and inactive. 
5. The three highest scorers in the Ascendance-
S,ubmissive test would be the most talkative. 
Conclusions: 
The two predicted leaders did turn out to be 
quite active, while three of the four predicted to be 
submissive were submissive, but the fourth turned out 
to be a leader. One member who did not score significantly 
in either test turned out to be the most active member 
and the most highly accepted leader. 
This study shows that one can make some general 
predictions on the development of a group according to the 
personality,of its members, but the tests can not predict 
the effect of the group upon the personalities of its 
members. Very often we see, and encourage, relatively 
submissive types to assert themselves as they mature and 
gain confidence in the group situation. This study would 
have provided additional insight if the tests had been 
given a second time, to ascertain whether changes had 
taken place as a result of sensitivity training. 
Personality Scales As Empathy Devices 
Bender37 used three personality scales, the 
Minnesota Inventory of Social Behavior, the Ascendance-
Submission Reaction Study, and a Study of Notives. 
Pro9edure: 
His subjects were forty-six members of an 
intermediate class in psychology. They were asked to 
chooseone or two other members of the class who they 
knew i-Tell and fill out the scales the vmy they thought 
the subjects they had chosen would fill them out. 
Results: 
The results were very lo\·i coefficients of 
correlation between the actual scoring by students and 
the predictions by their friends. Why the predictions 
were so poor, we do not know. The experiment was not 
made on a sensitivity training group. Perhaps vTe are 
not very good judges of people who are our friends, for 
emotional involvements can decrease our perceptive powers. 
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Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation-FIRe 
Compatibility and Interpersonal Needs: 
~villiam C. Shutz has expanded his theory of 
group effectiveness, based on the compatibility of the 
group members, into a full length book. He bases his 
hypothesis on the interpersonal needs of group members; 
that group effectiveness is synonymous with the compatibility 
of interpersonal needs. He postulates,38 "Every individual 
has three interpersonal needs: inclusion, control, and 
affection," and that "inclusion, control, and affection 
constitute a sufficient set of areas of interpersonal 
behavior for the prediction and explanation of interpersonal 
phenomena." 
Inclusion Phase of Group Development: 
This is the initial phase of group development39 
characterized by member behavior which shows a need to be 
included. Each person is in the process of deciding how 
much of himself he will give to the group. Schutz classes 
individual behavior in the inclusion area as undersocial, 
oversocial, social, and inclusion pathology. The undersocial 
type is the fellow· vrho avoids associating, he says he does 
not 1-rant to lose his privacy, but he is secretly afraid 
no one will pay attention to him, or be interested in him, 
and that he I·Till be left behind. His seeming vlithdrawal 
is an unconscious method of drawing attention to himself 
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and thus be drawn into the group. The oversocial type 
of person forces himself on the group, thus obtaining the 
attention he needs, for he too feels no one is interested 
in him, so he is determined to force the group to accept 
him. The social type is the person who is comfortable 
1vith people, he likes to identify I'Tith all people. The 
inclusion pathology type is the type of person whose 
relations with people are so poor that they have reached 
a pathological or psychotic state. Schizophrenia seems 
to result most often from the undersocial rather than 
the oversocial type. 
Control Phase of Group Development: 
The control phase of development follovlS the 
inclusion phase; the control phase is marked by a struggle 
for pov1er. Leadership struggles, competition, discussions 
of structure and rules of procedure characterize the 
battle to gain control. Schutz sees three basic types 
of behavior, the abdicrat, the autocrat, and the democrat. 
The abdicrat tends toward submission and abdication of 
power and responsibility. He wants to be relieved of 
responsibility, for he fears that people would not support 
him if he \vere in charge. He usually expresses his 
hostility in passive resistance. The autocrat is the 
dominant type. He wants a power structure with himself 
at the top of the hierarchy. He fears that people will 
dominate him, so he dominates them first. He goes ahead 
88. 
and shows that he can handle things and make decisions 
all by himself. The democrat is a person who has in the 
past had very successful relations with people. He 
exhibits a good deal of self confidence, and believes 
that others respect his opinions and perceive him as being 
competent. 
Affection Phase of Group Development: 
The affection phase follovis a satisfactory 
resolution of the problems of control, now the members 
vrant to become emotionally integrated. Each member is 
striving for the most comfortable amount of affectional 
interchange he can acquire. The affection types of 
behavior are the underpersonal, the overpersonal, the 
personal and the affection pathology. The underpersonal 
type tends to avoid close personal ties with others, for 
he does not care to get emotionally involved. He feels 
that if people did know him better, they would then 
discover the traits which make him so unloveable. The 
overpersonal type attempts to become extremely close to 
others. The closer he gets to people, the more successful 
he hopes his interpersonal relations will be. He has a 
strong anxiety about being loved, for he feels that 
basically he is unloveable. The personal type is the 
person who is comfortable with other people. It is 
important to be liked, but he can tolerate dislike also. 
He believes he can be loved, and he can give affection. 
89. 
The affection pathology type is characterized by the 
neurosis caused by difficulties in the area of affection. 
Schutz feels that these phases are problem 
areas which are always being dealt vri th in groups. They 
are always present, but are not of equal importance at 
all times in the life of a group. These phases are quite 
similar to the phases described by Bennis and Thelen.* 
Again w·e are critical of \'Thether they necessarily occur 
in the sequence postulated. Our ovm observations of 
Boston University sensitivity training classes show control 
or structure as being an initial struggle ivi th the 
inclusion and affection phases following somewhere along 
ivith or after a struggle for control has taken place. 
Compatibility and Productivity: 
Schutz postulates that if the compatibility of 
one group is greater than another, the most compatible 
group will achieve greater productivity to\'rards its goals. 
Harvard Compatibility Experiment:40 
1. Purnose: To construct compatible and incompatible 
groups, and predict that the compatible groups 
would be more productive. 
2. Design and Procedure: Subjects chosen were one 
out of every ten Harvard freshmen, totalling 
one hundred in all. They were administered the 
FIR0-1 scales, which measure underpersonal and 
*See pages 19-22 of this thesis. 
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overpersonal types. On the basis of the FIR0-1 
results and also scores on the Scholastic Achievement 
Test, compatible and incompatible groups were 
constructed. The compatible groups had either 
all underpersonal members or all overpersonal 
members. People who made similar scores on the 
achievement tests scores were assigned to the 
same groups also. There were t\velve five-man groups, 
four of which were incompatible (underpersonals, 
overpersonals mixed in together), four compatible 
overpersonal groups, and four compatible underpersonal 
groups. 
Each group met fourteen times over a period of 
six \'leeks, during vrhich time, they performed a number of 
tasks. Each group meeting was observed by two to five 
observers, all graduate students from the Department of 
Social Relations at Harvard, who used a role category 
system of rating the group members. The observers vrould 
rank all the members of all the groups at each meeting 
according to roles. These observers did not knOi'l of the 
differences in compatibility of the groups. 
The results were that the structured, underpersonal 
and overpersonal, compatible groups contained the members 
which received much higher rankings, significant to the 
.02 level. In other words the compatible groups were 
91. 
observed as better operating groups by a set of impartial 
observers. 
Training Group Study: 41 
A study was made at Bethel on the NTL groups. 
A sociometric question vms asked, 11v'lith vvhom do you get 
along best?" These choices v-rere compared l'rith FIRO scores 
of the members. The hypothesis that respondents with 
similar FIRO scores would choose each other was verified 
to the .01 level of significance. 
Evaluation of FIRO: 
Basically Schutz has developed a theory which 
has not be substantially backed by empirical evidence. 
vfuether or not one can predict the compatibility of a 
group by administering the FIRO scales, or whether 
productivity is necessarily equated vri th compatibility 
is only conjecture. Apparently any prediction made about 
a group is determined from the norms of that particular 
group in the vlanted inclusion, wanted control, and wanted 
affection areas. I would think that there might be very 
little difference between the three norms in a group. 
Of course, if there are great differences, we will have 
something on \vhich to base a prediction. It is difficult 
to see just how Schutz makes his predictions on compatibility 
of a group. He certainly can structure a group of people 
according to compatibility, but it I'Tould seem that an 
average group would have fairly equal numbers of members 
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'\vho want inclusion, control, or affection. If this is so, 
then the members vtould never achieve compatibility. I 
think this scale can best be used as a determinant of 
what phase a group is in, rather than an an instrument 
capable of predicting compatibility and productivity. 
Another Prediction Based on Personality Testing 
Bennis42 gave a number of personality tests 
to a Boston University group behavior class, hoping to 
make accurate predictions on the outcome of the groups. 
The tests he used were the Cattel 16 P. F. Test, the 
Ed_\vards Preference Scale, the Reaction to a Group Test 
(sentence completion), a Self Sort Test, the FIRO scales, 
a Role Repertory Test (devised at Boston University by 
Dick Burke), and a modified sociometric questionnaire. 
This i'las quite an ambitious undertaking, which 
was rather unsuccessful in making accurate predictions. 
This is the last venture into sensitivity measurement 
via personality we shall consider. Because of the dismal 
results, the use of personality testing in the area of 
group dynamics is diminishing. 
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Projective techniques are methods used to elicit 
a person's feelings by getting him to talk ebout or 
project his thoughts into something else. After all, 
it is easier for a person to talk about something or some 
one else than it is to talk about himself. Presented here 
are three techniques vlhich are designed to be used with 
groups. The more familiar clinical techniques, the Rorschach 
Ink Blot and the Thematic Apperception Tests are not presented 
because they have not been used with groups enough to 
establish their validity on groups. 
Group Projective Sketches 
4..,. \v. E. Henry ' and H. Guetzkoiv developed a series 
of five sketches, which are presentee consecutively to 
a group, asking for a brief story about each upon l'lhich 
there is ceneral agreement. The group is askec to write 
out their stories, and an analysis is made from these 
stories. Henry and Guetzkow feel their sketches have a 
number of advantages. They permit analysis of formal and 
informal relationshipe. They permit e~d encourage 
expressions of nonrat1onal feeling elements of group 
process. They foster the projection of the group's 
characteristic mode of behaving. They allow considerable 
freedom of choice in interpretation. They do not directly 
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reveal their significance, and these sketches provide a 
task of delimited proportions that vmuld challenge the 
group to immediate action. 
The pictures used by Henry and Guetzkm'l depict 
the following scenes. The first picture is a conference 
group of seven men. This picture is designed to draw 
out information about formal characteristics, structu~e, 
goals, and productivity. It reveals the group's ability 
to deal with complex situations, the group's feelings 
about the relation of -vvork output to interpersonal 
relations, and also feelings about the division of labor 
and the distinction bet\';een various roles i-rithin the 
group. 
The second picture is a man standing in a 
doorway, vTi th his back and partial profile visible to 
the observer. He is looking out on to a landscape. This 
picture is designed to reveal the feelings of the group 
toward an individual, and group feelings toward the 
individual's motivation, whether it comes from the outside 
world or from within. 
The third picture shows two men facing each other; 
an older man on the left and a younger man on the right. 
This picture is designed to get a group feeling about 
dyadic relationships, ascendent and submissive 
interrelationships, and feelings of authoritative pressure 
directed toward the group and the group's own use of authority. 
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The fourth picture is that of an older woman 
seated in a chair, while a younger man looks on. This 
picture may reveal feelings of assertion or dependence. 
It may show a group's potential for breaking established 
framei'rorks and relationships. 
The fifth picture depicts an informal group of 
four men. Tv-ro men are seated on a sofa, while two are 
standing up, one of whom has his foot up on the seat of 
a chair. This picture is designed to find out group 
feelings tow·ard formality or looseness of structure. 
It also may elicit the group's feelings of sincerity and 
emotional involvement in the group task. 
These pictures are presented and the group is 
asked to tell a story about each one, deciding what is 
going on in the picture, who the people are, 'l.'ihat they 
are doing and thinking, what happened in the past and 
i'That will happen in the future. Ten minutes are allo\"ied 
for each picture. 
These pictures may enable a group to "see" some 
of its problems it had been unable to recognize in the 
past. This.technique may be an aid, or a trigger, for 
stimulating a group's sensitivities, therefore it is more 
of an instrument for therapy than it is a measure of 
sensitivity. 
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Conversation Study 
Borgatta44 developed a tecnnique similar to the 
Henry and Guetzkow method, except that Borgatta asks for 
a conversation to be presented by each group member for 
each picture. 
There are ten pictures, each picture containing 
three figures identified as A, B, and C. There is a 
certain situation in each picture, and each subject is 
required to ,.;rite up a conversation of what is being said 
in each situation. 
Borgatta then used the Bales interaction 
categories to code the conversation. This type of 
presentation would have less value to the whole group 
as a means of clarifying its own problems, but I do feel 
that it is the right step in devising a method of 
measuring an individual's sensitivity tol'mrd a situation. 
Case Analysis 
Here at Boston University, the Human Relations 
Department of the College of Business Administration is 
working tP~ough a course in research methods to develop a 
case analysis approach toward measuring sensitivity. A 
fe'"l typical T-group problems are being Horked up into 
brief case form. These problems, common in group behavior 
classes, will then be presented to nei'T classes at the 
beginning and at the end of a semester, in order to determine 
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if a change in sensitivity has occurred. We plan to ask 
students to first diagnose the problem and then suggest 
possible ways of acting to solve the problem. A before 
and after comparison can be made to ascertain whether or 
not the student has developed his diagnostic skills. We 
hope that students will show greater insight into the 
complexities of a group situation, and a greater array 
of methods with which to cope with these complexities. 
A Projective Technique For Analyzing Group Properties 
Hor;,·1i tz45 devised a method of analyzing not the 
resultant stories, but the discussion that went into the 
stories. 
Procedure: 
He made his study on a NTL training group at 
Bethel, Maine. He constructed an ambiguous group picture 
of seven people, one looking bored, two appearing friendly, 
one hostile, and t'i'IO standing. The trainers vrere asked to 
leave the room so as to minimize inhibition on the part of 
the subjects. The group rTas told the picture \vas a group 
of people in a training work shop. They were to tell 
vlhat was going on, what the people are thi!"J.~ing and feeling, 
and vlhat the outcome will be. They were allO\ved t·wenty-
five minutes to construct a story. Tape recordings were 
made of the discussion. 
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Scoring: 
The stories were not analyzed. The recording of 
the discussion was broken down into protocol sentences, 
which were analyzed and coded. 
Hor1·1itz feels that it is more profitable to 
analyze the discussion rather than the resulting story, 
because through the discussion you really gain insight 
into group properties. This method judges all contributions 
to the discussion, determining which were accepted and 
which v1ere suppressed. Using this approach one can 
determine who exhibits group mindedness and who does not. 
This method represents an elaborate and thorough technique 
which might be quite adaptable to the measurement of 
sensitivity development in a laboratory training situation. 
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Chapter two presented the theories of group 
development and methods vrhich could be utilized by outside 
observers to categorize and record this development. The 
emphasis of Bales and Benne was on the roles that individual 
members play in a group situation. In the second chapter 
i'le were more concerned with the ability of group members 
to understand both themselves and other members. As a 
group develops it is observed that members assume certain -
"" 
roles. They may assume a degree of flexibility bX being 
able to interchange roles as new situations deVekop, but 
for the most part their roles for a particular group will 
remain the same. This kind of development should mean 
that this group will be able to operate effectively for 
each member will lrnovl wh~t is expected of himself and 
also vlhat to expect of each other member. But as we 
perceive each other member in a particular role, do our 
sensitivities toward each member grow, or are our skills 
of observing other group members going to relax and become 
dull? 
Steiner46 has explored this question of l•rhether 
increasing competence in social perception necessarily 
increases v1i th group efficiency. Steiner states the 
popular belief that the more knowledge a person has 
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concerning the intentions, preferences, and beliefs of 
other persons, the better this person will be able to 
participation in group activity with these same people. 
Steiner finds good deal of evidence to support this 
belief, for experiments have shown the sociometrically 
chosen people are also the highest scorers on empathy 
tests. Experiments have shown that the most often rejected 
people make the poorest scores on empathy tests. A second 
belief is that a group composed of individuals 1·rith accurate 
social perception 'dill be more efficient than a group 
composed of individuals rTho demonstrate poor social 
perception. Steiner admits there are studies to back up 
and support this belief also. 
But Steiner presents contrary evidence to the 
belief that social sensitivity and group efficiency go 
hand in hand. Steiner's studies done on naval officers 
and their crews and office supervisors and the people under 
them have shmvn no correlation betvreen the accuracy of 
perception of the officers or the supervisors and the 
efficiency of their respective working forces. Steiner 
feels that role systems can permit or compel individuals 
to produce efficiently. In other words, a military unit 
can operate quite nicely without having officers \·Tho are 
socially perceptive. The same ivould be true in an office 
rThere there is a rigid chain of command. In fact, it 
would be reasonable to assume the efficiency would be 
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impaired by too much skill in sensitivity on the part of 
its members. 
If Steiner's hypothesis is accepted, the methods 
of measurement presented in Chapter II which judge how 
people assume roles are not really measuring sensitivity, 
but determining who can best adjust to a role in a group. 
If a person is perceived in a certain role, and he attempts 
to deviate from his role, he will probably be perceived as 
being antagonistic. It may be that by suggesting to group 
behavior students that they be aware of the roles played 
in groups, vle are inhibiting the development of member 
sensitivities, by creating an over avTareness to'lfTard 
assuming a role. Developing a person's sensitivity implies 
he is better equipped to effectuate change in his group. 
If the nature of his group does not permit change, either 
because of the structure or because the members have 
assumed and solidified their roles, then a person who 
attempts a change vvill find himself frustrated by the 
group. 
The third chapter deals i'lith the use of empathy 
tests. There seems to be room for a lot of criticism in 
the use of these kinds of measurement. We are not sure 
which traits are more easily empathized, and whether some 
traits ought to be weighted or not. There are the problems 
of projection and identification to consider when scoring 
these measures. Refined empathy measures are needed, to 
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take into account the distortions which influence resultant 
scores. Statistical analyses are needed to determine the 
length of the intervals on five or seven point scales that 
are so frequently used. Too often, empathy tests show 
little or no improvement. 
The projective techniques, particularly the case 
analysis, seem to offer the possibility of more accurate 
measurement of sensitivity since they utilized actual group 
problems. They do offer the problem of coding accurately, 
but case analysis has the feature of having the subject 
diagnose and also suggest action in each of the situations, 
therefore the case analysis method is the only one that 
measures both the diagnostic and the action skills 
developed by sensitivity training. A combination of 
empathy tests and case analysis offers the most valid 
means of measuring sensitivity. 
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